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Request of the Department of Justice
that 311 Be Reserved for Community
Use for Non-Emergency Police
Telephone Calls
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To: The Commission

COMMENTS OF THE TEXAS ADVISORY COMMISSION ON
STATE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS

NOW COMES THE TEXAS ADVISORY COMMISSION ON STATE
EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS (TX-ACSEC), by and through the Office of the
Attorney General of Texas, and submits these COMMENTS to the Commission’s public
notice (DA 96-1500) requesting comments on reserving 311 for non-emergency police
telephone calls and/or non-emergency general government information purposes.

L
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

TX-ACSEC continues to oppose the assignment of unassigned N-1-1 dialing codes.’

That opposition includes assignment of 311 either for (1) non-emergency police telephone

calls (e.g., the Baltimore pilot program) or (2) non-emergency general government

! See, TX-ACSEC Comments filed August 18, 1994 in IAD No. 94-101.



information purposes (e.g., the Dallas proposal).* TX-ACSEC will not burden the record in
this proceeding by repeating its general comments in opposition to the assignment of the
unassigned N-1-1 dialing codes, but will limit these comments to the two requests involving
the national assignment of 311. The Commission should not assign 311 either for non-

emergency police telephone calls or non-emergency general government information
purposes, for the following reasons:

e Any doubt about potential adverse consequences for 9-1-1 emergency service should be

resolved in favor of protecting the public.

e Public education and/or the use of 7-digit or 800-prefix telephone numbers for non-
emergency calls may ultimately be better ways to keep 9-1-1 lines clear for true
emergencies.

IL.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD THOROUGHLY AND CAREFULLY CONSIDER
ALL THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE CONSEQUENCES, PROBLEMS, AND
COSTS TO THE PUBLIC FROM THE USE OF 311.

A national assignment of 311 either for non-emergency police telephone calls or non-

emergency general government information purposes may potentially jeopardize 9-1-1

emergency service in Texas. TX-ACSEC is particularly concerned about how

telecommunications carriers in Texas would be required to handle non-emergency calls that

% The two-year Baltimore pilot program has just begun. Initially, all calls in Baltimore will
be routed to a single location and it is proposed that eventually routing will be used within
that city. The Dallas proposal is still on hold because the Texas Public Utility Commission
(TX-PUC), based in part on the urging of TX-ACSEC and other 9-1-1 entities in Texas,
declined to further assign unassigned N-1-1 dialing codes at this time. See, Appendix: TX-
PUC adoption of 23.98, 21 Tex. Reg. 8501 (September 3, 1996).



turn into emergency calls or mis-dialed 9-1-1 emergency calls.’ These issues are of special
concern in areas where the local governmental entities in close proximity to each other have
opposite views about using 311. For example, the Tarrant County Emergency
Communications District, whose citizens share the same metropolitan area with Dallas, is on
record in proceedings before the TX-PUC as opposing Dallas’ non-emergency proposal.
Areas within individual cities or counties in Texas (e.g., Dallas and Fort Worth) may be
served from the same wire center or central office switch. If citizens in Fort Worth, for
instance, are served out of the same wire center or switch as Dallas, thbse citizens’
intentional or unintentional 311 calls could go to Dallas. If the call goes to Dallas and it is a
non-emergency call that turns into an emergency call or is a mis-dialed 9-1-1 emergency
call, the telecommunications carriers need to configure their networks to ensure that the
caller can be transferred by Dallas to the appropriate Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP)
in Fort Worth for the appropriate dispatch of emergency services.

Neighboring areas in Texas having gpposite views on using 311 is not unique to the
Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex. The problem is of special concern because new local
telecommunications carriers may serve large geographic areas with a single switch.
Neighboring area problems could potentially be avoided if more than “basic” 311 is used
(e.g., have selective routing within the wire center or switch area to ensure that calls in non-

participating areas do not go through to the neighboring area using 311). Selective routing,

3 In at least one case, the Louisiana PUC has required that all pre-recorded messages of N-1-
1 subscribers contain the following: “You have reached . This is not an
emergency number. If you need emergency assistance, please hang up and dial 911.” Seg,

South Central Bell Telephone Company, ex parte, Docket No. U-20222, Order No. U-2-
20222-1, Louisiana Public Service Commission, 1995 WL 41791 (January 4, 1995).



however, makes 311 much more expensive for telecommunications carriers. Methods of
selective routing could vary greatly and may require the use of database routing solutions
that could be undermined in the future if geographic permanent number portability is
implemented. If the Commission permits the use of 311, some areas may decline to use it
either because of the potential adverse consequences for 9-1-1 emergency service to citizens
in the area or because of the costs. Citizens in areas that decline to participate in the use of
311 must be fully protected from neighboring areas that may use 311. Furthermore,
telecommunications carriers must not be permitted to charge areas for declining to use 311
(i.e., telecommunications carriers must absorb the costs of selective routing or other network
modifications necessary to protect citizens in non-participating areas).

The Commission, if it assigns 311 for use on a national basis, may be embarking on a
major, expensive and potentially ill-advised undertaking to alleviate problems in a few
specific areas of the United States. The two-year Baltimore pilot program has just begun.
Public education and/or the use of 7-digit or 800-prefix telephone numbers for non-
emergency police telephone calls may ultimately prove to be better and more cost effective
ways to keep 9-1-1 lines clear for true emergencies.4 These solutions, moreover, would

avoid the potential 9-1-1 problems that may result from using 311.

* In Texas, for example, 1-800-POISONI is used in non-emergency situations to access the
six regional poison control centers comprising the Texas Poison Control Network and 9-1-1
is used to access that network as a secondary PSAP in true emergency situations. Similar
identifying 800-prefix telephone numbers could be used either for non-emergency police

telephone calls (e.g., 1-800-379-COPS) or non-emergency general government information
purposes (e.g., 1-800-TXSTATE).



IIL.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons expressed above, TX-ACSEC urges the Commission to proceed
cautiously and prudently and not assign 311 on a national basis either for non-emergency

police telephone calls or non-emergency general government information purposes.
Respectfully submitted,

DAN MORALES
Attorney General of Texas

JORGE VEGA
First Assistant Attorney General

THOMAS P. PERKINS JR.
Chief, Consumer Protection Division

RUPACO T. GONZALEZ JR.

Chief, Public Agency Representation Section
Assistant Attorney General
State Bar No. 08131690

Assistant Attorney General

State Bar No. 14741550

Public Agency Representation Section
P.O. Box 12548, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711-2548

Voice: (512) 475-4169

Fax: (512)322-9114

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served upon all

required parties, by prepaid United States mail, overni ail, or via fax, on this 9th day o
October, 1996. 4

RICHARD A. MUSCAT
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16 TAC §23.98

of Texas adopls o8,
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Telephons Company (SWB), AT&T Communications (AT&T),
the Town of Highland Park (Highland Park), Tamant County

d 2.216, Texas Civi  Texas Telephone Association (TTA), City of Dallas (Dallas),
144000, §§1.101, 2856, 2.057, and 2.216. mergency

Commission of Texas
reasonably

1 Communications
ACSEC), City of University Park (University Park), Frank Figsher
and Greater Harris County 9-1-1 (Harrle County). The General

—

: required !
§2.056 authorizes  Services Commission filed a letter stating that it would not file
on service, $2.057 comments. Reply comments were filed by ACSEC, the Oftice
sion service, and  of Public Utility Counsel (OPC) and Dallas.

Hauris and Tamant Counties expressed concem that use of N11
dialing codes for any purposs other than the 911 emergency

has been re- number, the 411 direciory assistance number, and 811 for
the agency’s  testing purposes would lsad o confusion

among their cllizenry.
Harrie County and Tarrant County stated that the use of a three-
, for non-emergency requests for

non-emergency
could be achieved equally well through some other numbering
pattern such as gimmick telephone numbers and argue that this
would avert any potential for public confusion. Tarrant
County is pasticularly concemed with Dellas’ proposal because
its cilizens share the Metroplex media market with Dalles.

ACSEC opposed any assignment of the unassigned N11 diafing
codes. ACSEC commented that any assignment of N11

codes must not jeopardize 911 service in
State of Texas. in its reply comments, .A'ggEc supported
comments of Harris and Tarrant Counties and stated that

??g
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any doubt about potential adverse oconsequences for N11
emergency service shouki be resolved in favor of

the integrity of 911 emergency servics and not assigning the
unassigned N11 dialing codes.

Frank Figher stated that the rule is an sppropriate restrictien on
local exchange company (LEC) use of N11 dialing codes. Mr.
Fisher also urged the commission not 1 terminate its examina-
tion of the public policy issues conceming telecommunication
gaieways 1o information services and the possible role of N11
diafing codes in fuffilling this purpose.

Addressing whether governmental and non-emergency munici-

pal services were an apgropriate use of N11 dialing codes, SWB

noted that while' these sefvices seent consistent with public in-

tordat cbnsidsrations in assigriing N11 codes, technical and cost

mrydmkwouldneodtobowkodoutbyﬂmvo!vod
98,

TTA and OPC oppose assignment of N11 dialing codes on a
temporary basis stating that interim use of an N11 code will
most likely cause customer confusion. Thege parties siated
that customer confusion may be extensive if a code ie assigned
for one purpose and then abandoned because of FCC actions.

While University Park, Highland Park, Duncanville and Dallas
that N11 dialing codes are vaiuable resources
that should be guarded and assigned with care, these parties
oppose adoption of the rule because the rule does not assign
an N11 number for non-emergency municipal purposes as
reguested by the City of Dallas petition. University Park,
Highland Park, Duncanville and Dallas believe that assignment
of an N11 number to access non-emergency municipal services
nwwboauumuo-dgtmbwtpmﬂumm.
o remember number for accessing public services.
siated that it was aware that action had not been finalized
in the Ni1-related dockets and rulemakings pending at the
FCC and that it was willing to assume the responsibility and
ramifications thhat might foliow any FCC action on this issue
it the commission grants the city the use of an N11 dialing
code for non-emergency municipal pummoses. In its reply
comments, Dallas stated it planned 1o undirtake extensive
sducation programs to prevent any confusion that may result if
iimmodanﬂeodob promdonon-«mrgcncymumdpd

'mhdmdosnotbohvoﬂmunwwum
jonal N11 ¢ at this iime. The::rdnmhdonh

Furthermore, the commission ob-

seives proeoodingsoouldhmntmm
impact on abbrevisted disling issues and is sensitive to the im-
portance of assigning N11 diafing codes in a manner consistent
mmmm Accordingly, the commission hesi-
inles ign N11 diafing codes for public uses prior o com-
Mﬂdmmmlmddngmdmomonofmm
FCC dockets which address N11 dieling code issues.

0 the mmdmm
Mihomlopormihuuouﬂ u«mmmm
OACC service by all CTUs.

swawmumw(n)( mammhwmy
mnwmmmmaswmwmm

-mmbmmomu‘
in light of SWB's election under

regulated under incentive regulation.
DACC o the local calling scope of the
in terms and conditions of its tarift and e

ooour in a contested case. R

codes. TTA siated that §23.98(c) of 30 Ni'e
use of an N11 code as directad by the
be in direct conflict with

mignmontmduucmbodiwonimcdonmm

TTA aiso stated that §23.96(b) appears 10 be in conflict with
the NANP. TTA argued that the NANP specifically allows 611
and 811 codes © bouadforropairmdwmeo

md at the rule is inconsistent with fhe NANP in
this regard. pombd out that when the N11 code issuve
first arose, local mdungocompoﬁﬁonwdnotllow‘din‘

21 TexReg 8502 September 3, 1996 Texas Register



Fudié. SWB commented thet while it no fonger st 8
of B11 for repair or business offices purposes, thé use
4" ahd 811 provides convenient ‘diaing access for many
%«. WB stated that this convenience outweighs ‘&ny
mpcﬁﬁompact.ospemﬂymbday’umvironmmtwhmm
Mmmsuehoodumdoﬂ«mium The
recognizes that the reguiatory onwrpnmnnt in. he
munications field has changed

of ‘lho Federal Telecommuni

1
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(bX6) as publ;shed in the Texas Register.

TTA sought clarification of the PUC definition of “télecommuni-
cations providers” as that term is used in §23.98(c) of the rule
and suggested that certificate of authority (COA) and service
plovider cartificate of authority (SPCOA) certificate helders e
included in this definition. COA and SPCOA certificate holders
are cerfificated telecommunications utiities within the State of
Texas. The term "telecommunications providers” as defined in
Section 3.002 of PURA 95 includes within its meaning certifi-
cated telecommunications utilities. For clarification purposes,

Q the rule has been amended to apply to "CTUs" rather than
telecommunications providers.

Addressing the designated use of abbreviated dialing codes,
Tarrant County urged the commission fo amend the rule o
prohibit the assignment of N11 numbers for any purpose other
than their internal use by telephone companies for the purpose
of testing 911. The commission believes that the present
use of 911 for emergency services access, 411 for directory
assistance, 611 for repair service and 811 for business office
contact is reasonable and in the public mmast No change has
been made based on this comment.

TTA and ACSEC sought clarification regarding the intent of
subparagraph (c) of the proposed rule. TTA oommumd

an N11 code. TTAcuhbmoduysMn(d)'
anrocoodr\gwilboeonwodbyl\o?ucbm.ﬁ

recuirements of this section and determine the public interest in’

assignment of the code. ACSEC argued that subsection (c) was
notintended 10 set up a contested case process whereby parties
can request the assignment of the unessigned N11 dialing

ooldo- in subsaction (b) even after the commigsion adopis the
*  rule

AT&T agreed that all telecommunications providers shouk! be
allowed to request assignment or uge of N11 godes, but noted
that any request made to the Commission under subsection (c)
muet be subjected to statutory review with public comment and
participation.

memmmon wmmmmofncsac regard-

ing subsection () of the nite. The commission believes that

any future requests for assignment of the unassigned N11 dial-
ing codes will be addressed in a request for a rule revision.

Tarant County suggested deleting subsection (c) from the rule
o prohibit the assignment of any N11 number for purposes

other than testing. Nodlmgemmadobuodontms
oommcm.

AT&demnoppondoubuclion(d) of the rule to the
OMM ly the ILEC would be allowed to use N11 dialing

Wmmd purposes. AT&T argued that new entrants
shouldboonﬁodbuuiho same or comparable N11 codes
for internal purposes. in order t achieve consistency with the
NANP and let local exchange competitors, as well as incumbent
local exchangse oomptniu. utilize N11 codes on an equal basis,
the commission amends subsection (d) of the rule to aliow
CTUs o use N11 dialing codes for internal business and testing
purposes.

ACSEC recommended that the commission clarify that tele-
phone companies would be able to use unassigned N11 dialing

" codes for 911 purposes, such as for a 911 system cutover.

The commigsion agrees and makes the necessary clarffication
o subsection {d) of the rule.

Al comments, including those not specfically referenced
herein, were fully considered by the Commigsion.

The new section is adopted under Texas Civil Statutes, Article
1446-0, §1.101, which provides the Public Utility Commission of
Texas with the authority to make and enforce rules reasonably
required in the exercise of its powers and jurisdiction; and
§3.051, which provides that the public interest requires that
new rule, policies, and principies be formuiated and applied to
protect the public intereet and to provide equal opportunity to
all telecommunications utilities in a competitive marketplace.

Cross Index to Statutes: Texas Civil Statutes, Article 1446-
o and §3.051(a)-Public Utility Regulatory Act of 1995, 74th
Legislative, Regular Session 1995.

§23.98. Abbreviated Dialing Codes.

(3) The following abbreviated dialing codes may be used in
Texas: -

(1) 411
(A) Dlrmy Asmume
i /e ) Dissctory Asiistsnce Cali Completion
M % [2) 611 - Repair Service
(3) 811 - Business Office
(4) 911 - Emergency service
(b) The following N11 dialing codes are not assigned for use
in Texas: :
' (!) 211
(2) 311
(3) s
@) 711

ADOPTED RULES September 3, 1996 21 TexReg 8503



{c) A certified telecommunications utility (CTU) within the
State of Texas may assign or use N11 dialing codes only as directed
by the commission.

(d) An unassigned N11 dialing code may be used by & CTU
for internal business and testing purposes such as inspector ringback,

line opener, dusl tone multifrequency testing (DTMF Test), automatic
number announcement, and 911 system cutover.

() The following limitations apply to a CTU’s use of N1l
dialing codes for internal business and testing purposes:

(1) use may not interfere with the assignment of such
numbers by the FCC and the NANP; and

(2) use of an N11 dialing code must be discontinued on
short notice if the number is reassigned on s statewide or nationwide
This agency hereby certifies that the adoption has been re-
viewad by legal counsel and found to be a valid axercise of the
agency’s legal authority.
issued in Austin, Texas, on 22, 1996.

TRD-9612296

Paula Musller

Secretwy of the Commission

Public Utity Commission of Texas

Effective date: September 12, 1996

Proposal publication date: May 5, 1996

For further information, please call: (512) 458-0100

L4 ¢ ¢
TITLE 19. EDUCATION

Part I. Texas Higher Education Coordi-
nating Board

Chapter 21.  Student Services

Subchapter A.  General Provisiong,
19 TAC §21.5

meHmoremcmmmw
amendments o §21.5 QGeneral Provisions (Refund
of Tuiion and Fees at Public CommunuyI.WMTm
Colleges) without o the as published
in the June 21, 1996, issue of the Tmmmhﬂq
5654). These amendments were flled with the Secretary of
State on February 16, 1996 and the publication date was
© be February 27, 1996. However, the amendments were
not published in that issue of the Texas Register as sched-
uled. The changes o rules established a refund policy for
classes less than semester length and for continuing sducation
courses. The changes were made 10 correct for unequal refund
policies beitween drops and withdrawals and make changes
the admissions officers believe will help in retaining students.
The changes allow the schools to use siate rules rather than
federal refund policy rules.

No comments were received regarding adoption of the mond—
ment. .

. *

The amendment i adopted under Texas Education Code,
§54212md§1m008 which provides the Texas Higher Ed-

Board with the authority to adopt rules
mmthm«devhbm(RdundofTuiﬁonnndF«tn

Public CommunityAlunior and Technical Colleges).

This agency hereby certifies that the adoption has been re-
viewed by legal counsel and found to be within the agency’s
logdmhomybldopt

lssued in Austin, Texas on August 22, 1996.

TRD-9612368

James McWhorter

Assistant Commissioner for Adminisiration

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Efiqctive date: September 13, 1996

Proposal publication date: June 21, 1996

For further information, please call: (512) 483-6160

¢ L ¢
TITLE 22. EXAMINING BOARDS

Part XXIX. Texas Bqal:d of Professional
Land Surveying

Chapter 661.
Practices
Applications, Examinations, and Licensing
22 TAC §661.45

The Texas Board of Professional Land Surveying adopts an
amendment %0 §661.45 conceming examinations. The amend-
ment clearly defines what action might be taken if an applicant
compromises the confidentiality of the examination. The adop-
fion is with changes to the proposed text as published in the
March 22, 1996, issue of the Texas Register(21 TexReg 2355).

No comments were received regarding adoption of the amend-
ment.

The amendment is adopted under Asticle 5282¢, §9, V.T.C.S.,
which provides the Texas Board of Professional Land Surveying
with the authority 10 make and enforce all reasonsbie and
necessary rules, reguiations and bylaws not inconsigtent with
the Texas Constitution, the laws of this state and this Act.

§661 45. Examinations.
(a)-(e) (No change))

(f) The contents of all examination materials are confidential.
Any registrant and/or applicant who takes an action with the intent
weanpmuusemeconﬁdenmhtyofthcmmmnonlssubjectto
disciplinary sanction, administrative penalties, or both. In assessing
an appropriate penalty or sanction, the Board may:

(1) impose the penalties and sanctions set out in Téus
Revised Civil Statutes article 5282c;

(2) disqualifying the applicant from taking future exami-

General Rules of Procedures and

- nations for a period of three years

2] TexReg 8504 September 3, 1996 Texas Register
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